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ROLL CALL 
 
MINUTES TO BE APPROVED: March 2015 
 
REPORTS, RESOLUTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS:  
 
PETITIONS CONTINUED TO MAY 11, 2015: 
 
SP-2-15 Monroe County Commissioners 
 312 N Morton St 
 Site plan to allow construction of an 8-story parking garage. 
 Case Manager: Patrick Shay 
 
 
ITEM FOR THE CONSENT AGENDA: 
 
PUD-8-15 Joe Kemp Construction, LLC 
  2400 S. Adams St 
  Site plan approval for single family and multi-family dwelling units on 27.98 acres of Sudbury.
  Parcel O.  Also requested is preliminary plat approval. 
  Case Manager: Eric Greulich 
 
 
PETITIONS:  
 
PUD-5-15 Simon Property Group 
 2894 E 3rd St  
 Final plan amendment to allow partial reconstruction, two new outlets and revised sign package 
 at the College Mall Planned Unit Development. 
 Case Manager: Eric Greulich 
 
 
PUD-10-15 Bill C Brown Trust Fullerton Pike 
 PUD final plan approval to allow for grading work on site. 
 Case Manager: Patrick Shay 
 



BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-05-15 
STAFF REPORT – 2nd Hearing     DATE: April 13, 2015 
Location: 2894 E. 3rd Street 
 
PETITIONER: Simon Property Group 
   225 W. Washington St., Indianapolis, IN   
 
CONSULTANT: American Structurepoint  
   7260 Shadeland Station, Indianapolis, IN 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting a final plan amendment to allow partial 
reconstruction, two new outlots, and a revised sign package for the College Mall 
Planned Unit Development. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     11.09 acres (this phase) 
Current Zoning:   PUD 
GPP Designation:   Regional Activity Center 
Existing Land Use:  Shopping Mall 
Proposed Land Use:  Shopping Mall 
Surrounding Uses: North – Commercial businesses   

West  – Commercial businesses 
East  – Commercial and Single Family residences 
South – Commercial and Multifamily dwellings 

 
CHANGES SINCE FIRST HEARING: The Plan Commission heard this case at the 
March 9, 2015 hearing. At that hearing, the Plan Commission expressed concern 
regarding the proposed pedestrian connections through the site, the architecture of the 
north side of the Whole Foods building, the layout of the Panera site and drive thru, the 
number of overall parking spaces for this phase, and the size of the proposed multi-
tenant sign.  
 
The petitioner has made several changes to the proposed architecture and overall site 
plan in response to those comments including: 
 

• There have been several new sidewalk connections added through the site, 
including a sidewalk and tree plot along the main internal drives.  

• The internal drives have been reduced in width from 30’ to 26’.  
• The proposed entrance to the mall from 3rd Street has been moved further east 

and the proposed Panera restaurant has now been placed at the corner of the 
new intersection location to present a building forward design. However, this 
revised location for Panera makes the east side of the building more visible than 
the previous proposed location and revisions to the east side of Panera are 
necessary to improve that façade.  

• A proposed parking lot has been removed from the east side of the 3rd St. 
entrance and will be left as a grassed area for future development.  

• Parking spaces have been removed from the parking area to the east of Whole 
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Foods and the landscaping islands in this area have increased in size as well.  
• Overall, the number of parking spaces in this portion of the mall site have been 

reduced from the existing 637 parking spaces to a proposed 475 spaces.  
• The north side of the Whole Foods building has been revised to remove a 

majority of the metal and replaced with the wood cladding that is being used on 
the front.  

• The proposed multi-tenant sign on College Mall Road has been reduced in size 
to 270 sq. ft. 

 
SUMMARY: The property is located at 3294 E. 3rd Street and is zoned Planned Unit 
Development (PUD). The property received rezoning approval under PCD-05-79 and a 
sign package was later approved under PUD-88-96. The property has been developed 
with an approximately 670,000 sq. ft. shopping mall, several outlot buildings, and 
surface parking lots. Surrounding land uses include commercial businesses to the north, 
west, and south with single and multifamily uses further to the east and south. 
 
This petition involves removing the northern portion of the mall currently occupied by 
Sears to allow for a new addition and the construction of two new freestanding 
restaurants. The new addition would be constructed for a 31,000 sq. ft. grocery store 
and an additional 28,000 sq. ft. divided for future tenants. The proposed freestanding 
buildings will be constructed on the periphery with a Panera restaurant along the 3rd 
Street frontage and a BJ’s Restaurant on the College Mall frontage. There would be 
substantial improvements to the parking lot and other areas surrounding this portion of 
the mall including new landscaping, covered bike racks, and new internal sidewalks 
installed throughout the property. The existing vehicular entrance to the mall from 
College Mall Rd. will remain in its current location and the entrance on 3rd Street will be 
moved slightly west. Both entrances will be modified to increase stacking distance and 
improve traffic flow. Rain gardens will be installed adjacent to the parking areas to 
provide storm water quality improvements.  
 
Also requested with this petition is approval of a sign package to allow the replacement 
of the existing multi-tenant freestanding sign on College Mall Rd. and to allow a new 
multi-tenant freestanding sign on 3rd Street. In addition, new freestanding signs are 
requested for the two new freestanding restaurants and an additional freestanding sign 
is requested for the existing Longhorn restaurant. There are also two existing 
freestanding signs identifying the College Mall along Clarizz and Buick Cadillac Drive 
that are requested to be replaced with new signs. 
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES:  
 
Architecture/Design:  
 

Whole Foods: The petitioner has submitted revised elevations for the north 
façade based on the Plan Commission comments. The 31,000 sq. ft. Whole 
Foods will use precast concrete and wood cladding for the west and north 
façades with glass storefront along the west side that wraps around to the north 
façade. The revised north elevation shows a substantial reduction in the amount 
of metal siding from what was previously shown with wood cladding extending 
along the façade with embossed cast concrete panels along the lower sections 
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similar to the design of the west side of the building.  
 
BJ’s Restaurant: At the first hearing staff requested comments for the proposed 
murals that are shown. The Plan Commission indicated that if the murals are 
proprietary and found at other BJ’s restaurants, then they would be considered 
signs. If murals are installed that depict local scenes, then they would not be 
considered signs. Staff has proposed a condition of approval that if the signs are 
proprietary, then they would be considered signs. Elevations have been 
submitted for the 7,500 sq. ft. BJ’s Restaurant and Brewery which show elements 
of brick along the building corners and entrance, with a smooth faced concrete 
block around the lower portions of the façade. The rest of the façade is EIFS.  
The petitioner has used the architectural guidelines of the UDO to create 
elements of the building façade that are recessed by the use of the extended 
corners and projecting entrance canopy, as well as changes in overall building 
height along the length of the building.  

 
Panera: The site plan for the north side of the property has changed from the 
first hearing. The proposed main vehicular entrance to the mall from 3rd Street 
has been moved further east and the Panera building will be placed at the corner 
of the new entrance and 3rd Street. The revised location for Panera makes the 
east side of the building more visible than the previous location. Staff believes 
revisions to the east side of the Panera are necessary to improve that façade 
since there is a large amount of EIFS shown with no windows or other features. 
Staff recommends that additional brick and glass be shown to improve this highly 
visible façade.  
 
The proposed 4,500 sq. ft. Panera restaurant shows a large amount of glass 
storefront along the north side facing 3rd Street, with brick on the corners and 
EIFS on the remainder of the facade. There are some portions of metal that are 
being used for accent along the top and edges. The building has a drive-thru 
located on the west side of the building. The proposed site plan forces the 
majority of the customers to cross the drive-thru lane to enter the building. 
Generally, staff is not supportive of a design that places pedestrians in direct 
conflict with vehicles. However, the petitioner’s need for increased stacking 
spaces for the drive-thru use has resulted in the current site plan. There is a 
raised crosswalk to help facilitate awareness of the pedestrian crossing to 
mitigate this conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. All of the handicap 
accessible spaces as well as 6 parking spaces are located in front of the building 
and do not have a conflict. Staff recommends that the final site plan and 
elevations for Panera be delegated to staff level in order to give the petitioner 
time to revise the east elevation. 
 
Multi-tenant Spaces: The petitioner has submitted elevations for the proposed 
new multi-tenant spaces that show a mix of wood and stone cladding, EIFS, and 
stacked block stone. There will be a mix of recessed entries, covered awnings, 
glass storefronts, changes in building height (through the use of parapets), and 
recesses in the building façade.  

 
Access: There are two entrances to the mall that would be altered with this project. The 
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entrance on 3rd Street has been modified since the first hearing and will be moved 
further east and lengthened. The width of the drive has also been reduced to only 2 
lanes with a 24’ width. There is a raised median on 3rd Street that restricts this entrance 
to a right-in/right-out only.  
 
The entrance on College Mall Road has not changed since the first hearing. That 
entrance will be redone to lengthen the drive entrance and provide additional stacking 
space for vehicles entering and exiting the mall. This entrance is controlled by a stop 
light. There is a 10’ wide grass strip separating the two entrance and exit lanes for the 
entrance that currently exist and will continue with the newly continued entrance. This 
area currently has a multi-tenant sign for the mall that will be replaced in the same 
location with a proposed new multi-tenant sign of the same approximate size. 
 
Landscaping: The petitioner has submitted a landscape plan to provide new landscape 
plantings throughout the property. There will be new islands installed in the parking 
areas to better define the parking areas and drive aisles. Each island is required to be a 
minimum of 324 sq. ft. and to be planted with a tall, deciduous canopy tree. A few of the 
islands shown may need to be increased in size. There will be a raised landscape berm 
installed along the College Mall Road frontage to help buffer the view of those parking 
areas from the street. There will be two rain gardens installed to provide storm water 
quality improvements.  
 
Parking: With this proposal there will be a 31,000 sq. ft. grocery store along with 28,000 
sq. ft. of multi-tenant spaces that will be attached to the existing mall. There will be two 
freestanding restaurant buildings that are 4,500 sq. ft. and 7,500 sq. ft. in size. In total, 
there will be 71,000 sq. ft. of new building construction associated with this project. This 
parking area also serves the current Applebee’s restaurant (7,000 sq. ft.) and 16,000 
sq. ft. of existing shops. In total, the 475 proposed parking spaces will serve 94,295 sq. 
ft. of commercial space for a ratio of 1 space per 200 sq. ft. of floor area. This equals 
the approved parking ratio for the mall and removes 162 parking spaces. There are 
several areas of parking that have a sidewalk directly in front of the parking spaces that 
will need bumper blocks to insure that cars do not block the sidewalk. A condition of 
approval has been included for those bumper blocks to be installed where needed. 
 
Pedestrian Facilities: There is currently a monolithic sidewalk along College Mall Road 
and an 8’ wide asphalt sidepath along the 3rd Street frontage. Since the first hearing, the 
petitioner has modified the proposed site plan to install several new sidewalks 
throughout the interior of the property to connect the buildings to the adjacent public 
sidewalks. Sidewalk connections are shown from both sides of the bus stop on College 
Mall Rd. to connect to the mall. New sidewalk connections and tree plots have been 
shown along the interior drive as well, with a new connection through the parking lot to 
connect to the front of Whole Foods. The proposed new connection along the access 
drive from College Mall Road features a pedestrian crossing that is behind the stopped 
cars which would be safer to be moved in front of the stop bar. Staff has included a 
condition of approval for this modification. 
 
Alternative Transportation: Based on the 475 parking spaces that are shown, there 
would be a total of 32 covered bicycle parking spaces required. The petitioner has 
shown 20 spaces and needs to add an additional 12 covered spaces. Staff will continue 
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to work with the petitioner to provide locations for those spaces. Bloomington Transit 
has indicated that due to the high number of riders to and from the mall, the bus stop on 
College Mall Road is frequently overcrowded. Staff encourages the petitioner to explore 
the possibility of increasing the size of the shelter to 20-25 feet in length. 
 
Signage: There was a specific sign package approved for the mall in 1996 under PUD-
88-96. The approved sign package allowed for a multi-tenant sign at the College Mall 
entrance and at the 3rd Street entrance. Each multi-tenant sign was approved to be 35’ 
tall with 276 sq. ft. of signage on each side. The multi-tenant sign that was approved 
along 3rd Street was later installed at the Kingston Drive entrance, rather than at the 
western entrance as originally proposed. The petitioner would like to replace the multi-
tenant sign on College Mall Rd., with a new multi-tenant sign that is the same 
approximate height and width as the existing sign. The new sign is approximately 270 
sq. ft. and is smaller than the current 276 sq. ft. sign. The petitioner would like to place a 
smaller entrance sign at the proposed 3rd Street entrance that is 8’ tall and 36 sq. ft. 
 
Staff had also requested guidance from the Plan Commission for the proposed murals 
shown on the exterior of the BJ’s restaurant. The Plan Commission indicated that if the 
murals are proprietary and found at other BJ’s restaurants they would be considered 
signs. Staff has proposed a condition of approval that if the signs are proprietary then 
they would be considered signs, but if murals are installed that depict local scenes they 
would not be considered signs. 
 
Also requested with this sign package are freestanding signs for the two new 
freestanding restaurants and a sign for the existing Longhorn restaurant. The petitioner 
is requesting that the proposed Panera, BJ’s, and the existing Longhorn restaurant be 
treated as outlots for the purposes of freestanding signage. The request for separate 
freestanding signs for the restaurant outlots is not uncommon and is similar to the 
request for a freestanding sign that was recently approved by the Plan Commission for 
the Chick-Fil-A that is also on the mall property. The petitioner is requesting that each 
restaurant be allowed a 6’ tall, 45 sq. ft. sign. That size is consistent with what the UDO 
allows for an individual lot. The signs would be over 100’ away from any other 
freestanding signs, which meets the UDO requirement for sign separation along a 
property.  
 
Utilities: There is adequate water and sewer service along College Mall Road and the 
45/46 Bypass. Stormwater drainage will be directed through new rain gardens on the 
site and will then flow either to an existing onsite detention pond or to the stormwater 
pipes along College Mall Rd. New water meters will be installed on all water lines. A 
utility plan has been submitted to the Utilities Department and is under review. No 
problems have been identified with the proposed utility lines and connections. Final 
approval from CBU is required prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
 
Lighting: With this petition all of the existing parking lot lights in the parking areas will 
be removed and replaced with new LED lights. All of the proposed lights and fixtures 
are fully shielded with full cutoffs as required. The amount of light that falls on the 
property lines does not exceed the UDO maximum of 30 luces. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 4 recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1. The Petitioner should continue to revise the Landscape Plan using as many 
native plants as possible, and to replace all of the ash trees on the property now 
to establish different tree species that will survive 
 
Staff response: Staff will continue to work with the petitioner on improving the 
landscape plan and incorporating native plants where possible. Staff will also 
work to identify any Ash trees on the property and have those replaced with new 
species. 

 
2. The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a 

high performance, low carbon-footprint structure, and grounds that exhibit our 
City’s commitment to environmental sustainability. 
 
Staff response: Although not required, staff encourages the petitioner to 
incorporate as many green building practices as possible. 
 

3. The Petitioner should commit to salvaging, recycling, and reusing all possible 
construction and demolition materials not needed on site.   

 
Staff response: Although not required, staff encourages the petitioner to commit 
to salvaging, recycling, and reusing as much construction materials as possible. 
Reusing the limestone on the existing Sears could provide this opportunity. 
 

4. The Petitioner should provide space for recyclable materials to be stored for 
collection, and a recycling contractor to pick it up 
 
Staff response: Although staff finds this to be a desirable addition, the issue of 
required recycling is better addressed through a City-wide ordinance.  

 
CONCLUSION: Overall with this petitioner there will be substantial upgrades to this 
portion of the mall property with new landscaping, new sidewalk connections, and 
improvements to the mall façade. The improvements to the property will enhance 
pedestrian accessibility and provide improvements to this highly visible portion of the 
mall.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of this petition with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. Bumper blocks are required along parking spaces with a sidewalk located 
in front of them.  

2. Final site plan approval for the Panera restaurant is delegated to staff 
level. 

3. The internal sidewalk connection to the east of BJ’s restaurant must be 
revised in location to cross in front of the stop condition. 

4. The 3 parking lot islands to the south of the BJ’s restaurant must be 
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increased in size to a minimum of 324 sq. ft. 
5. Building elevations must be consistent with submitted elevations and 

renderings. 
6. A total of 32 covered bicycle parking spaces are required and must be 

shown on the final plan prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
7. If murals for the BJ’s restaurant depict proprietary images, then they are 

considered wall signage. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  April 13, 2015 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-5-15  Simon Property Group, College Mall, second hearing 

2894 E. 3rd Street    
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 
regarding a request for an amendment to the Final Plan of the College Mall PUD.  The request 
includes demolition and new construction of some current space in the mall, and a revised sign 
package.  The proposed project consists of new parking configurations, retail, grocery, and 
restaurants. 
 
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN: 
 
1.)  LANDSCAPING: 
Although the site plan was revised, the Landscape Plan submitted still needs some revisions.  
The EC recommends that the Petitioner continue to work with the Planning & Transportation 
Department to create a plan that complies with the regulations, at the least.  The EC promotes 
using native plant species in the landscaping.  Native plants exemplify Indiana’s natural heritage 
and benefit native birds and insects, particularly pollinators.  Native plants provide food and 
habitat for birds, butterflies and other beneficial insects, promoting biodiversity in the city.  
Furthermore, native plants do not require chemical fertilizers or pesticides and are water efficient 
once established. 
 
For additional suggestions, please see the EC’s Natural Landscaping materials at 
www.bloomington.in.gov/beqi/greeninfrastructure/htm under ‘Resources’ in the left column.  
We also recommend an excellent guide to midwest sources of native plants at: 
http://www.inpaws.org/landscaping.html.   
 
The EC also recommends that the Petitioner remove and replace the ash trees that are not within 
the scope of this redevelopment project, but are elsewhere on the Simon, College Mall property. 
 Ash trees are being decimated by the Emerald Ash Borer, and unless the trees are chemically 
treated, they will likely not survive.  The city’s Urban Forester, the Tree Commission, and the 
EC all recommend removing existing ash trees now rather than waiting for them to slowly die, 
enabling new trees to be established.  When choosing replacement trees, the EC recommends 
employing an arborist to test the soil and recommend appropriate trees to use in specific 
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locations. 
 
2.)  GREEN BUILDING & SITE DESIGN: 
The EC recommends that green building practices be employed at this site to the extent possible. 
Green building and environmental stewardship are of upmost importance to the people of 
Bloomington and sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO).  Additionally, they are supported by Bloomington’s overall commitment to 
sustainability and its green building initiative (http://Bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).  
Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for by the Mayors’ Climate Protection 
Agreement signed by Mayor Kruzan; by City Council Resolution 06-05 supporting the Kyoto 
Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse gas emissions; by City Council 
Resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for peak oil; and by a report from the 
Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force, Redefining Prosperity: Energy Descent and Community 
Resilience Report. 
 
Some general recommendations the EC offers for this site include LED lighting and energy-
saving appliances; solar systems (e.g. solar photovoltaic cell and solar hot water systems); 
recycled products, such as counter tops and carpets; and high-efficiency insulation and windows. 
  
Some specific recommendations for this site include:  
~ enhancing the weather, air, and thermal barriers of the building envelope to reduce the energy 
consumption associated with conditioning indoor air, thus reducing site’s carbon footprint; 
~ fully installing charging stations for electric vehicles for some of the parking spaces, not 
simply install the conduit for future use; and 
~ using reflective roofing material. 
 
This proposed development is a major destination spot in Bloomington, therefore the EC 
believes that the proposed site represents an opportunity to welcome customers with a special 
sense of environmental character that Bloomington is known for, by demonstrating through 
example that we are, indeed, a Tree City USA, a National Wildlife Federation Wildlife Habitat 
Community, and a winner of America in Bloom’s national competition. 

 
 

3.)  CONSTRUCTION and DEMOLITION MATERIALS: 
The EC recommends that construction and demolition debris from the existing structure and 
construction of the new buildings be collected for reuse or recycling.  This material could be sold 
to local salvage businesses, given to a resale store for future re-use, or recycled.  Very little 
material should have to be disposed in a landfill. 
 
 
4.)  RECYCLING: 
The EC recommends that space be allocated for recyclable-materials collection, which will 
reduce the facilities’ carbon footprint and promote healthy indoor and outdoor environments.  
Recycling has become an important norm that has many benefits in energy and resource 
conservation.  Recycling is thus an important contributor to Bloomington’s environmental 
quality and sustainability and it will also increase the attractiveness of the facility to 21-century 
customers. 
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EC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.)  The Petitioner should continue to revise the Landscape Plan using as many native plants as 
possible, and to replace all of the ash trees on the property now to establish different tree species 
that will survive, and to employ an arborist to recommend the right tree for the right place.   
 
2.)  The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create high 
performance, low carbon-footprint structures, and grounds that exhibit our City’s commitment to 
environmental sustainability. 
 
3.)  The Petitioner should commit to salvaging, recycling, and reusing all possible construction 
and demolition materials not needed on site.   
 
4.)  The Petitioner should provide space for recyclable materials to be stored for collection, and a 
recycling contractor to pick it up.  
 
 
 

12



13



14



College Mall Sears Redevelopment Project Narrative 

The property is located at 3294 E. 3rd Street and is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
The property has been developed with an approximately 670,000 sq. ft. regional shopping mall.  
Surrounding land uses include commercial businesses to the north, west, and south with single 
and multifamily uses further to the east and south.  

The project includes removing 110,518 sft of the northern portion of the mall currently occupied 
by Sears to allow for construction of a 31,000 sft Whole Foods grocery and 28,000 sft of retail 
shops including the Ulta retail space.   Whole Foods and the retail space our outward facing.  
Ulta will have a connection into the mall.  The existing parking lot will also be reconfigured to 
allow for two new freestanding restaurants. The proposed freestanding buildings will be 
constructed on the periphery with a Panera restaurant along the 3rd Street frontage and a BJ’s 
Restaurant on the College Mall frontage.  Both restaurants will have pedestrian connection to the 
mall.  There will also be substantial improvements to pedestrian and vehicular circulation 
including new landscaping, pedestrian sidewalks and crosswalks, and covered bike racks, 
installed throughout.  In total, there will be 71,000 sq. ft. of new building construction associated 
with this project. A total of 554 parking spaces are proposed and there are currently 637 spaces 
within the project limits.   This addition of external facing retail will anchor the lease up of 
existing space behind Applebee’s which has been vacant. 

The existing vehicular entrance to the mall from College Mall Rd. will remain in its current 
location and the entrance on 3rd Street will be moved slightly to the east, remaining right in, 
right out.  Both entrances will be modified to increase stacking distance and improve traffic flow. 
Rain gardens will be installed adjacent to the parking areas to provide storm water quality 
improvements.   

Signage will be provided including the replacement of the existing multi-tenant sign on College 
Mall Rd. and a new freestanding monument sign on 3rd Street. In addition, three smaller 
freestanding monuments are proposed for the two freestanding restaurants and an additional 
freestanding sign is proposed for the existing Longhorn restaurant allowing for a reduction of 
names on the project pylon.  There are also small internal directional signs within the parking 
areas. 

New landscape plantings will be provided throughout the redevelopment area.  New islands will 
be installed in the parking areas to define the parking areas and drive aisles.  There will be a low 
raised landscape berm installed along the College Mall Road frontage to enhance the view from 
the public street and impact of adjoining parking areas.  There will be two rain gardens installed 
to provide storm water quality improvements.  

There is adequate water and sewer service along College Mall Road and the 45/46 Bypass. 
Stormwater drainage will be directed through new gardens on the site and will then flow either to 
an existing onsite detention pond or to the stormwater pipes along College Mall Rd. New water 
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meters will be installed on all water lines.  Gas service and electrical services will be provided 
from existing infrastructure located on-site.   In conjunction with this redevelopment, Simon will 
assume maintenance responsibility of all on-site water lines currently maintained by the City of 
Bloomington. 
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April 3, 2014 
 
 
Mr. Eric Greulich  
City of Bloomington Plan Commission 
401 N Morton Street, Ste 130 
Bloomington, IN 47404 
 
Re: College Mall – Sears Redevelopment  
 
Dear Mr. Greulich:  
 
Below is our response to your comments dated March 30, 2015, regarding the above-referenced project.  

 
1. Panera- We are not satisfied with the layout of the Panera site plan and specifically the drive-thru. The 

main problem with the drive-thru location is the fact that most of the patrons of the business will have to 
cross the drive-thru lane to enter the building. This is a dangerous situation that we need to find a 
solution to. With the Chick-Fil-A building just down the street, this is not as much of an issue because 
the drive-thru lane is to the side of the building and most of the parking is directly in front. 

 
The site plan has been revised to provide a raised pedestrian crossing through the drive-thru lane to 
alleviate this concern. The raised pedestrian crossing will provide a safe pedestrian connection to the 
building from the main body of the parking lot. 
 

2. Panera- With the placement of the Panera building at the corner of the entrance drive and 3rd Street, it 
makes the east side of the Panera building more visible and we would like to see some improvements to 
the east facade of the building, such as less EIFS and additional windows.. 

 
The Panera building elevations are being revised to address this concern. The revised elevations will be 
forwarded once available. 
 

3. Pedestrian Connection- All of the pedestrian connections that were shown during the Plan Commission 
meeting must be implemented. Please make sure to include a 5' tree plot between the 5' sidewalk and the 
internal drives. I have tried to show this on the attached site plan. 

 
The site plan has been revised to provide the requested pedestrian connections. The 5’ tree plot has 
been incorporate where possible. 
 

4. New multi-tenant sign- We do not feel that the amount of sign face area proposed should be increasing 
over the 276 sq. ft. that is allowed. Please modify the sign design to limit the amount of sign face area to 
the 276 sq. ft. that was originally approved. 

 
The proposed multi-tenant pylon sign has been revised to address this concern. 
 

5. Parking - At this time we do not see why the amount of parking spaces being installed with this phase 
should exceed the 1 space per 200 sq. ft. of building space. That is the parking requirement that was 
originally approved, and still gives more parking spaces then what the current code allows. Please 
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modify the site plan to remove extra parking spaces. Areas for removal could be from the satellite 
parking lot to the east of the proposed entrance and the new parking area on the back side of the mall. 

 
The site plan has been revised to remove the proposed parking east of the 3rd Street entrance and the 
parking located behind the service area of the proposed shops.  The proposed parking will serve one 
existing restaurant (Applebee’s – 7,080 sft) and the two proposed restaurants (12,015 sf) as well as the 
31,000 sft grocery, approximately 16,000 sft of existing shops and 28,200 sf of proposed shops. A total 
of 94,295 sft will be served by the proposed 475 parking spaces. This provides a parking ratio of 
approximately 5 spaces/1000 sft. 

6. I was also able to talk to the Fire Department inspector and he said that 26' is the minimum that the 
internal drives could be reduced to and meet Fire Code. This does give 5' extra that could be removed to 
provide the internal sidewalks and tree plots without affecting the overall site plan. The areas in front of 
the buildings would need to be striped as "Fire Lane Only". He also pointed out that the new Whole 
Foods building must be 60' from the adjacent property line to the east. The current site plan only seems 
to show about 45'.  

The drive aisle in front of the buildings has been striped as “Fire Lane – No Parking” as requested.  It 
is our opinion that the Whole Foods building is not required to be 60’ from the property line since the 
Whole Foods building will be sprinkled and a fire rated wall will be provided between the proposed 
Whole Foods and shops.  Given these conditions, the Whole Foods building is not governed by the 
unlimited area building section of the code. 
 

If you have any questions or comments regarding our responses, please contact our office at (317) 547-5580.  

Very truly yours, 
American Structurepoint, Inc. 
 
 
 
Andrew R. Taylor PE, CFM, LEED AP 
Project Manager 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION    CASE #: PUD-08-15 
STAFF REPORT       DATE: April 13, 2015 
Location: 2400 S. Adams Street 
 
PETITIONER: Joe Kemp Construction 
   5458 N. 1200 E, Loogootee, IN   
 
CONSULTANT: Smith Brehob & Associates, Inc.  
   453 S. Clarizz Blvd, Bloomington, IN 
 
REQUEST: The petitioner is requesting final plan approval to allow the construction of 
17 single family dwelling units and 42 attached single family dwelling units on 27.98 
acres of Parcel O of the Sudbury PUD. Also requested is preliminary plat approval of 17 
single family lots and 6 common area lots. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     27.98  
Current Zoning:   PUD 
GPP Designation:   Urban Residential 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant 
Proposed Land Use:  Single and Multifamily dwelling units 
Surrounding Uses: North – Vacant (Sudbury Parcel N)   

West  – Single family residence 
East  – Elementary school (Summit) 
South – Attached Single Family (Summit Ridge/Woolery Mill) 

 
SUMMARY: The property is located at 2400 S. Adams Street and is on Parcel O of the 
Sudbury PUD. The Sudbury PUD was approved in 1999 under PUD-80-98. Parcel O of 
the PUD was approved for single and multifamily residences, as well as a school.  
Surrounding land uses include Summit Elementary School to the east, Summit Ridge 
attached single family units and the Woolery Mill to the south, the Sudbury residence to 
the west, and the vacant Parcel N of the PUD to the north. This property is a mix of 
pasture and several large stands of mature trees with some scattered karst features. 
The topography of this site slopes downhill from east to west and drains to Clear Creek 
further to the west.  
 
Parcel O was approved with a maximum density of 160 dwelling units (5.84 units/acre) 
and was required to have 12.2 acres of preservation. The petitioner is requesting 
approval to construct 17 single family residences and 42 attached single family 
residences, as well as several new public streets for this development. A conceptual 
layout for future apartments has also been shown as well. The approved preliminary 
plan required road stubs to the adjacent Sudbury Parcel N to the north and the Summit 
Ridge parcel to the south, which have been shown. There will be several common area 
lots throughout the development that will be platted with conservation easements to 
meet the 12.2 acres of preservation required. Several of these common area lots also 
have sinkholes which have been shown with the required easements on the plat and 
site plan. This petition would require the extension of Adams Street along the east 
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property frontage which has been shown. This parcel serves several alternative 
transportation connections and includes the extension of the Clear Creek Trail on the 
west side of the property and an 8’ multi-use path through the site to connect the Clear 
Creek Trail to the RCA Community Park to the east.   
 
The Sudbury PUD outlined specific requirements for certain off-site improvements that 
were tied to development of specific parcels or the number of Average Daily Trips 
(ADT). Those off-site improvements included either a stop light at the 
Bloomfield/Weimer intersection or an additional north/south street that connects to Allen 
Street. The only development that has occurred within the Sudbury PUD has been a 
small office on parcel A1 and the Arbor Ridge attached single family units on parcel A. 
Based on the estimated 1,081 ADT’s generated by this development, no additional off-
site improvements would be triggered with this phase of development. This would be 
the last phase of development that could occur within the Sudbury PUD without the off-
site improvements required with the PUD.  
 
SITE PLAN ISSUES:  
 
Architecture/Design: There were no specific architectural standards for single or multi-
family dwellings in the Sudbury PUD. The single family lots will be sold and developed 
individually and the current UDO standards for architecture would apply. The attached 
single family units will be constructed similar to Summit Ridge to the south, with the 
front walls constructed of all brick or stone. Each unit will also have a covered front 
porch or covered entry.  
 
No architecture has been presented for the proposed apartments and those would be 
reviewed at a later time by the Plan Commission when that phase comes forward for 
development. 
 
Access: This parcel will be accessed by a new public street connection to Adams 
Street to the east, as well as by connections to the public streets in Summit Ridge to the 
south. With this project Adams Street will be extended and a total of 75’ of right-of-way 
will be dedicated for its extension. All of the internal streets proposed with this 
development would be public. A road stub has been shown to the adjacent Parcel N to 
the north to provide future road connections. A stub has been provided for the 
apartments that will connect to a private drive that stubs to this property from the 
Woolery Mill. The proposed connection from the apartments to the private drive on the 
Woolery Mill site will be a private drive with a 5’ sidewalk and 5’ tree plot, along with on-
street parking on both sides. Staff did not feel this connection through the apartments 
needed to be a public street since it is connecting to a private drive for the Woolery Mill. 
The attached single family lots will all have alley access to the garages with a 14’ wide 
alley within 20’ of right-of-way. This is consistent with the standards of the UDO and 
other approved developments featuring alley loaded units.  
 
Development Standards: The Sudbury PUD outlined specific standards for 
development based on the land use type. The single family lots are governed by the 
“small lot single family detached” standards of the Sudbury PUD. The sideyard setback 
is 6’ regardless of story. The petitioner has added an additional standard to require front 
loaded garages to be 20’ behind the front of the residence. The PUD required a 15’ 
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build-to-line for the single family residences. This provides enough parking area 
between the garage and the sidewalk to prevent cars from parking over the public 
sidewalk and staff supports this additional standard. The attached single family 
residences would be governed by the “Townhouse/Rowhouse” standards of the 
Sudbury PUD and the submitted petitioner statement.  
 
Landscaping: The petitioner has submitted a landscape plan for the attached single 
family portion of the project that includes a mix of foundation plantings of shrubs as well 
as a mix of trees around each unit. The landscape plan for the apartments would be 
reviewed by the Plan Commission with that phase. A street tree plan has been 
submitted for the proposed street trees and will be reviewed by the City’s urban forester 
with the grading plan. The Sudbury PUD required a landscaped area at each street 
corner intersection. The petitioner has submitted a landscape plan for those areas that 
meets the intent of the PUD.  
 
Environmental: The site is a mixture of mature trees and open pasture. There are also 
several areas of the site that are covered by steep slopes with an intermittent stream 
that runs east/west across the north side of the site. There are several karst features 
scattered around the property and an environmental assessment of these has been 
conducted and is included with the packet. The petitioner has placed all of the known 
karst features in a conservation easement. The PUD required 12.2 acres of 
preservation on this parcel and the petitioner meets that requirement. Signage is 
required along the back sides of the units adjacent to the conservation areas and must 
be installed per UDO requirements. There is a portion of the intermittent stream not 
located within the forested area and this area will have the adjacent stream banks 
planted with a riparian buffer mix. 
 
Parking: The Sudbury PUD required parking to be located in the rear yard of units. 
Parking for all of the attached single family units will be provided by alley loaded 
garages in the rear of the units. Since there are areas of steep slopes and karst features 
adjacent to the proposed single family units, the petitioner is requesting to allow front 
and side loaded garages with this phase, rather than to require an additional alley in the 
rear. Staff supports this modification, as it accommodates the steep topography on this 
site and the low number of single family lots proposed. The layout of a garage in front, 
rather than alley access in the rear, is identical to the design of the Arbor Ridge 
development. 
 
Pedestrian Facilities/Alternative Transportation:  All of the internal streets would be 
public with 50’ of right-of-way and 5’ sidewalks and 5’ tree plots. Adams Street would be 
required to be extended with this petition and would have a 5’ sidewalk on the west side 
of the street with an 8’ wide asphalt sidepath on the east side. An 8’ wide asphalt 
sidepath has been shown along the north side of the main east/west road to provide a 
connection from the Clear Creek trail to Adams Street, as well as to RCA Community 
Park to the east. The PUD also required an extension of Clear Creek Trail to go across 
this property to provide a connection from the Woolery Mill property to other portions of 
the Sudbury PUD to the north. This connection was required to be a 40’ dedicated 
parcel with a 12’ asphalt trail. The connection location and design have been 
coordinated with the Park Department and meets their requirements. The petitioner is 
required to construct this portion of trail with the first phase of development. A small 
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private community park has been shown on one of the common area lots to provide a 
central amenity for residents. 
 
Utilities: At this time, sewer service is shown to be connecting to sewer lines along 
Weimer Road. However, the petitioner is working with the Woolery Mill to provide 
services through a utility easement that stubs to this property. Stormwater detention will 
be handled by a large stormwater detention pond on the west side of the site. Several 
rain gardens have been placed around the site to provide water quality improvements 
before stormwater reaches the main pond. The main pond will also be planted with a 
rain garden mixture to provide additional water quality improvements. Final acceptance 
and approval from CBU is needed before the issuance of a grading permit. 
 
PRELIMINARY PLAT REVIEW: 
 
Lot Layout: This plat will create 17 single family lots and 42 paired patio home lots. 
Each paired patio home will be surrounded by common area and each owner will own 
the footprint of the building. This is similar to the arrangement of Summit Ridge to the 
south. Also being platted are 6 common area lots and one lot for detention. A remaining 
lot will be developed with future multi-family residences. 
 
Right-of-Way: With this project Adams Street will be extended and a total of 75’ of 
right-of-way will be dedicated. This parcel will be accessed by a new public street 
connection to Adams Street to the east, and the public streets in Summit Ridge to the 
south. All of the internal streets proposed with this development would be public with 50’ 
of dedicated right-of-way. All internal streets, with the exception of some areas next to 
environmental features, will have a 5’ wide concrete sidewalk and 5’ tree plot. The 
attached single family lots will have alley access to the garages with a 14’ wide alley 
within 20’ of right-of-way. This is consistent with the standards of the UDO and other 
approved developments featuring alley loaded units. 
 
Street Trees: New street trees are required not more than 40’ from center and have 
been shown on the site plan. The Sudbury PUD listed specific species for street trees, 
including Ash, and the petitioner will work with the City Urban Forester on the most 
appropriate species for this site. 
 
Common Area: There are six common area lots shown on the preliminary plat. Most of 
these are common area lots are for preservation, however one lot is proposed to handle 
the majority of the stormwater for this project. A facilities maintenance plan is required 
with the final plat. 
 
Lighting: The PUD required standardized street lighting within the PUD to unify the 
project. Specific examples of street lights were given with the PUD. The petitioner will 
identify the specific locations of all street lights with the grading plan. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: The Bloomington 
Environmental Commission (EC) has made 4 recommendations concerning this 
development.   
 

1. The Petitioner shall revise the Landscape Plan to include the minimum number of 
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street trees.   
 
Staff response: Staff will continue to work with the petitioner to insure the 
required number of street trees are installed. 

 
2. The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create a 

high performance, low carbon-footprint structure, and grounds that exhibit our 
City’s commitment to environmental sustainability. 
 
Staff response: Although not required, staff encourages the petitioner to 
incorporate as many green building practices as possible. 
 

3. The Clothes lines should be specifically allowed  
 

Staff response: The petitioner has committed that clothes lines shall be allowed 
in the covenants and restrictions. 
 

4. Low Impact Development practices should be used throughout the development, 
specifically constructing rain gardens. 
 
Staff response: The petitioner has incorporated several rain gardens in this 
development and the main detention pond will be planted with a rain garden seed 
mixture. 

 
CONCLUSION: This petition involves the construction of a mix of housing types with a 
well connected series of roads and sidewalks. In addition, several alternative 
transportation connections will be fulfilled with this project to connect this development 
to adjacent properties as well as future city trails. Staff believes the petitioner has met 
all of the requirements of the PUD with this development. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of this petition with the following 
conditions: 

1. The Clear Creek trail must be constructed with the second phase of 
grading as shown on the proposed phasing schedule. 

2. Front and side loaded garages must be 20’ behind the front of the single 
family units. 

3. The fronts of the Attached Single Family Residence must be finished 
completely in brick or stone. 

4. No site plan approval is given for the apartments and must be approved 
by the Plan Commission with a future petition. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  April 6, 2015 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-8-15  Sudbury Parcel O 

2400 S. Adams St.    
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 
regarding a request for residential dwelling units on 28 acres and a Preliminary Plat for the 
Sudbury PUD.  The EC applauds the Petitioner for including so many of the EC original requests 
for this sensitive site.  
 
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN: 
 
1.)  LANDSCAPING: 
The Landscape Plan submitted shows that some street trees are missing.  The requirement 
dictates that street trees shall be planted between twenty (20) and forty (40) feet apart, calculated 
at one (1) canopy tree per every forty (40) feet of property that abuts a public right-of-way. 
 
 
2.)  GREEN BUILDING & SITE DESIGN: 
The EC recommends that green building practices be employed at this site. Green building and 
environmental stewardship are of utmost importance to the people of Bloomington and 
sustainable features are consistent with the spirit of the UDO.  Additionally, they are supported 
by Bloomington’s overall commitment to sustainability and its green building initiative 
(http://Bloomington.in.gov/greenbuild).  Sustainable building practices are explicitly called for 
by the Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement signed by Mayor Kruzan; by City Council 
Resolution 06-05 supporting the Kyoto Protocol and reduction of our community’s greenhouse 
gas emissions; by City Council Resolution 06-07, which recognizes and calls for planning for 
peak oil; and by a report from the Bloomington Peak Oil Task Force, Redefining Prosperity: 
Energy Descent and Community Resilience Report. 
 
Some general recommendations the EC offers for this site include light emitting diode (LED) 
lighting and energy-saving appliances; recycled products, such as counter tops and carpets; and 
high-efficiency insulation and windows.   
 
Some specific recommendations for this site include:  
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~ enhancing the weather, air, and thermal barriers of the building envelope to reduce the energy 
consumption associated with conditioning indoor air, thus reducing site’s carbon footprint; 
~ solar systems (e.g. solar photovoltaic cell and solar hot water systems); and 
~ using reflective roofing material. 
 
 
3.)  CLOTHES LINES: 
The EC recommends that clothes lines be specifically allowed in the Covenants, Conditions, and 
Restrictions.  Automatic clothes dryers consume from 6% (Energy Information Administration) 
to 12% (Ask Mr. Electricity: http://michaelbluejay.com/electricity/dryers.html) of household 
electricity per year.  Using a clothes line instead of a dryer can reduce your carbon footprint, 
allow your clothes to last longer, make your clothes smell better, and save you 100% in energy 
cost for that chore.  Moreover, clothes will dry on a clothes line even when it’s cold outside if 
the air is dry. 
 
 
4.)  LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT: 
This proposal is within an environmentally sensitive region and should contain controls to 
protect environmental quality as it develops by ensuring first-rate stormwater best management 
practices (BMPs). Therefore, the EC recommends that the plan be crafted to include state-of-the-
art Low Impact Development (LID) best practices. 
 
Low Impact Development is an integrated, holistic strategy for stormwater management, and 
thus is especially important at this site because of its size, geology, and topography.  The 
premise of LID is to manage rainfall at the source using decentralized small-scaled controls that 
will infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to its source. 
 
Examples of the types of LID practices that could be used are listed below. 
 

1. Floodwater storage that can manage runoff timing 
2. Multiple small biofiltration basins, rain gardens, and trenches 
3. Vegetated roofs 
4. Pervious pavement 
5. Well-planned native landscaping 
6. Remove curbs and gutters to allow sheet flow, thus allowing more stormwater to 

percolate into the soil 
 
The EC recommends that rain gardens are constructed around the site to filter and slow down 
water in small specific areas. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.)  The Petitioner shall revise the Landscape Plan to include the minimum number of street 
trees.   
 
2.)  The Petitioner should apply green building and site design practices to create high 
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performance, low carbon-footprint structures, and grounds that exhibit our City’s commitment to 
environmental sustainability. 
 
3.)  Clothes lines should be specifically allowed. 
 
4.)  Low Impact Development practices should be used throughout the development, specifically 
constructing rain gardens. 
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AECOM 

1800 West 17
th
 Street, Suite A 

Bloomington, IN  47404 

www.aecom.com 

812 336 0972 tel 

812 336 3991 fax 

Memorandum 

Introduction 

This memorandum presents the results of a karst evaluation for four areas of the Sudbury Parcel O 

PUD, Bloomington, Indiana.  Areas examined for this report have been previously noted by the City of 

Bloomington as potentially requiring Karst Conservancy Easements (KCEs) within the meaning of 

City of Bloomington Unified Development Code Section 20.05.042 Environmental Standards; Karst 

Geology.  The property was examined in the field on January 23, 2015.  The evaluation also included 

a review of both City of Bloomington and Monroe County topographic contour mapping of the areas.  

Specific areas investigated are shown in Figure 1.  Appendix A provides a photo log of the area. 

Evaluation Results 

Four specific areas of the project were examined.  Each of these is shown in Figure 1 with an 

accompanying KCE. 

Area 1 is located in the upper portion of a shallow west-flowing drainageway in the southern part of 

the property.  This part of the drainageway is mowed and visibility was excellent.  No karst features 

were noted in this area, and it appears that normal surface water flow is maintained across this area.   

Area 1 should not be considered a karst feature. 

Area 2 is located downstream in the same west-flowing drainageway.  This part of the drainageway is 

eroded to a depth of 2 to 3 feet and limestone bedrock is exposed in the channel bottom at a few 

locations.  Portions of the channel are overgrown.  Two minor karst features were noted in this area.  

These features were located and are shown on Figure 2.  Feature F01 (Appendix A, Photos 1 and 2) 

is a shallow swallet about 5 feet in diameter and one foot deep located against the south bank of the 

channel.  No bedrock is exposed, and there is no open hole.  The deepest part of the swallet is 

underlain by soft, raveled soils.  Channel flow is maintained across the area, as witnessed by recent 

flow markings, but it appears that some channel flow is lost at this point.  The feature is minor 

significance, but should be considered a karst feature. 

Feature F02 (Appendix A, Photos 3 and 4) is also located in Area 2.  The feature is a small open hole 

in the bottom of the south bank of the drainageway, and is about 40 feet downstream of feature F01. 

No bedrock is exposed.  It is located near a prominent cedar tree, as shown in Figure 1 and in Photo 

4, and appears to be the previously-identified karst feature shown in Figure 1. There are no erosion 

channels entering or exiting the feature, however flow markings appear to indicate that the feature is 

a minor channel spring.  It is possible that water sinking in the channel at Feature F01 emerges here 

after a short underground flow pathway, however this could not be confirmed as the drainageway was 

dry at the time of the field inspection. 

Feature F02 is not a significant karst feature, but it should be left open to allow continued 

groundwater discharge. 

To:  Steve Brehob / Smith Brehob and Associates, Inc.  Pages: 2 

Cc: file 

Subject: 
Karst Evaluation for areas of Sudbury Parcel O PUD Final Plan, Bloomington, 

Indiana 

From: John Bassett, LPG 

Date: January 27, 2015  
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Area 3 is located along an overgrown fence row along the south parcel line.  A search of this area 

was conducted, but no karst feature was apparent.  Area 3 should not be regarded as a karst feature. 

Area 4 is located in a wooded area along the south parcel boundary, and is at the western end of the 

previously-identified KCE shown in Figure 1.  There are three small doline sinkholes to the east within 

this KCE.  Appendix A, Photos 5 and 6 show this area.  Area 4 appears to be the head of a small 

drainageway that flowed southwest off of the property.  The area has positive surface drainage, there 

are no closed contours, and there are no soil slumps or piping features indicating subterranean 

drainage.  Area 4 should not be regarded as a karst feature.  The KCE in this area should only 

incorporate the three aforementioned doline sinkholes to the east.
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 A-1 

AECOM PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Client Name: Smith Brehob & 
Associates 
 

Site Location:  Sudbury Parcel O 
 

Project No.  
60149555 

Photo No. 
1 

Date: 
1/23/15 

Direction Photo 
Taken:   
East 
 

Description: 
Feature F01, at orange 
notebook,general view 
 

 
Photo No. 

2 
Date: 
1/23/15 

Direction Photo 
Taken:  East 
 
 

Description: 
Feature F01, at orange 
notebook, closeup 
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 A-2 

AECOM PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Client Name: Smith Brehob & 
Associates 
 

Site Location:  Sudbury Parcel O 
 

Project No.  
60149555 

Photo No. 
3 

Date: 
1/23/15 

Direction Photo 
Taken:  East 
 
 

Description: 
Feature F02, general view 
Feature F01 located in 
background 

 
Photo No. 

4 
Date: 

1/23/15 
Direction Photo 
Taken: Northwest 
 
 

Description: 
Feature F02, closeup 
 

Feature F01

Feature F02
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 A-3 

AECOM PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Client Name: Smith Brehob & 
Associates 
 

Site Location:  Sudbury Parcel O 
 

Project No.  
60149555 

Photo No. 
5 

Date: 
1/23/15 

Direction Photo 
Taken:  Southwest 
 
 

Description: 
Area 4 
 

 
Photo No. 

6 
Date: 

1/23/15 
Direction Photo 
Taken: Area 4 
 
 

Description: 
Area 4 
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BLOOMINGTON PLAN COMMISSION   CASE NO: PUD-10-15 
STAFF REPORT      DATE: April 13, 2015 
LOCATION: 3100 W. Fullerton Pike 
 
PETITIONER:  Bill C. Brown 

300 S. SR 446, Bloomington 
 
COUNSEL:   Smith Brehob and Associates, Inc. 

453 S. Clarizz Blvd, Bloomington 
 
REQUEST: The petitioners are requesting a final plan approval to allow grading within a 
Planned Unit Development. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Area:     Approximately 87 acres 
Current Zoning:   Planned Unit Development 
GPP Designation:   Employment Center & State Road 37/Tapp Road Subarea 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant 
Proposed Land Use:  Vacant (Only grading is proposed)  

accessory commercial and 60 acres of preserved woods 
Surrounding Uses: North   – vacant, mostly wooded 

West  – Single family residential, Golf Cart Sales  
    (Across SR 37) 

East   – Quarry 
South  – Vacant 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY: This property is located at the northwest corner of State Road 
37 and W. Fullerton Pike. This property was zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD) in 
1988 (PCD-36-88) largely for industrial uses. The property received a final plan 
approval for an assisted care living facility in 1997 (PUD-6-97) and a PUD amendment 
in 1999 (PUD-15-99) to include a nine-hole, Par 3 golf course to the list of approved 
uses. This site was also evaluated in 2003 and 2004 in association with rezoning 
requests for the large vacant property to the north (Southern Indiana Medical Park II). 
No formal approvals for this parcel were sought at that time. Regardless of past 
approvals, this property has remained vacant and has no immediate plans for 
construction.  
 
REPORT: Although the petitioner has no immediate plans for use of the property, they 
have been approached by INDOT to provide some of the soil necessary to construct the 
proposed interchange to be located to the south and west of this property. INDOT would 
prefer to utilize more localized soil rather than transporting it from more distant 
locations. The petitioner has done soil borings and have determined that they do have 
an excess of soil above the bedrock to allow INDOT to removed a large portion while 
still retaining adequate depth of soil to facilitate future use and development on the 
subject property.  

58



 
As has been discussed with earlier proposals and analysis of this site, there are several 
environmental features that have been identified on this site including karst features, 
water resources, steep slopes, and tree cover. The petitioner has limited the proposed 
grading and soil removal to areas outside of these features. Staff recommends that the 
petitioner place the riparian buffers, the slopes over 18%, and the karst features in 
conservation easements with the future grading permit. Slopes between 12-18% and 
tree coverage should be evaluated and easements determined with future development 
proposals. 
 
With the proposed grading, the petitioner has planned the proposed elevations to 
accommodate the anticipated location of a future roadway through the site. The location 
of the roadway has been analyzed by staff in the past. The proposed entrance to the 
site from Fullerton Pike is in the most logical place and is partially dictated by the 
INDOT project to the south. The proposed road location has been designed to avoid an 
environmentally sensitive area north of the entrance. Staff worked with the petitioner to 
increase the distance to these areas and finds the proposed location to be appropriate. 
To avoid sensitive areas, there will be several areas adjacent to the future street that 
will be graded to a maximum slope of 3:1.  
 
The proposed road grading (no paving will be occurring with this proposal) would extend 
north through the site to stub to the property to the north. This area was heavily 
discussed with past approvals to the north. The grading would stop at a point that it is 
anticipated that a public right-of-way will be dedicated, but construction would not 
initially be required due to the heavy tree canopy and slopes on the adjacent property.  
 
The petitioner is proposing to stockpile the approximately 6 inches of topsoil and reuse 
half of the soil on-site to assist in future stabilization and allowing the other half to be 
utilized for stabilization of the adjacent INDOT road project.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION: The Environmental Commission has reviewed this 
petition and offered the following recommendations: 
 
1.)  The Petitioner should get a geological evaluation to describe what karst features are 
hidden beneath the ground surface and describe how the surface and subsurface water 
regime will be impacted with soil excavation. 
 
2.)  The Petitioner should get an evaluation from a Soil Scientist that describes the 
health and vitality of the subsurface soil that will eventually be on the surface. 
 
Staff’s Response (1 & 2): Staff finds that the proposed testing would only be 
appropriately required if it were attached through a rezoning process and not at a final 
plan stage. The proposed grading meets the environmental standards and will be 
protected in a manner consistent with the UDO and the PUD. 
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3.)  The Petitioner should reconsider the location of the road bed to avoid the high 
quality woods to the north. 
 
Staff’s Response: Staff finds that the proposed location is both appropriate and 
consistent with the past approvals for this property and the property to the north. 
Furthermore, no construction of the road is proposed and future construction will be 
reviewed by the Plan Commission. 
 
CONCLUSION: As previously stated, this proposal does not include any buildings or 
use of the property and only proposes grading activities. The proposal must receive 
Plan Commission approval only because no grading can occur without a PUD final plan 
approval. The proposed grading will not excessively denude the site of usable soil and 
will not encroach into environmentally sensitive portions of the site as regulated by the 
Unified Development Ordinance. Therefore, staff is supportive of this request.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of PUD-10-15 with the following 
conditions:  
 

1. The petitioner must retain 50 percent of the topsoil for use on-site to promote 
stabilization of the soil after grading.  

2. No grading is permitted without an approved grading permit.  
3. Required easements for slopes over 18 percent, riparian buffers, and karst 

features must be identified and recorded prior to the release of a grading permit.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  April 6, 2015 
 
To:  Bloomington Plan Commission 
 
From:  Bloomington Environmental Commission 
 
Through: Linda Thompson, Senior Environmental Planner 
 
Subject: PUD-10-2015,  Bill Brown Trust, Fullerton Pike 

South SR 37 and West Fullerton Pike    
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This memorandum contains the Environmental Commission’s (EC) input and recommendations 
regarding a request for a PUD Final Plan for grading work. The request includes removal of 
several feet of topsoil and road bed preparation.  The EC believes this project will have negative 
environmental effects that may not be apparent at first glance, thus does not support the 
proposal. 
 
 
ISSUES OF SOUND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN: 
 
1.)  KARST PROTECTION:    
 
There are two sinkholes on the western edge of the site where it is nearly the highest point on the 
property.  The sinkholes will be protected during excavation, and afterwards the outer edge of 
the sinkholes will be higher than the surrounding surface.  To help envision this after grading is 
complete, imagine a volcano that extends upward from the ground surface, or perhaps a sump 
drain that is elevated above the floor.  What this means is that no water will be able to flow into 
the sinkholes, thus cutting off the existing water supply to the subsurface karst system.  The 
UDO (20.05.042 (a) (6)) states “Stormwater discharge into a karst feature shall not be increased 
over its pre-development rate.  In addition, such discharge into a karst feature shall not be 
substantially reduced from pre-development conditions.”  The EC fears that depleting the 
sinkholes of their current water infiltration will diminish the water reaching the spring just 
downslope and change the entire water regime leading to the wetlands near the bottom of the 
watershed. 
 
Because of the probable negative impact to this entire ecosystem, the EC believes that the 
Petitioner should do more research regarding the effects of changing the hydrologic behavior in 
the entire watershed.  Some information to be gleaned before approval include the following. 
 
A geotechnical audit that identifies karst features that may be uncovered with excavation, thus 
revealing the limitations such features impose on site development, and predict changes in 
hydrologic behavior.  This will require a geologic investigation conducted by a Professional 
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Geologist.  The investigation results need to include, depict, illustrate, and/or portray at least the 
following to the satisfaction of the EC and the Senior Environmental Planner. 
 

a. A karst inventory for the whole sub watershed.  The site is an integral part of a regional 
karst system and does not stand alone; therefore, it cannot be evaluated without 
considering the whole surface and subsurface drainage system.  This includes all karst 
features (sinkholes, springs, grikes, underground water conduits, fracture liniments, 
voids, caves, etc.) expressed on the surface and in the subsurface. 

 
b. Due to the intensity of karst features in the vicinity, any soil borings used to portray the 

bedrock surface should be drilled on a grid spaced more densely than typically used to 
identify a bedrock surface. 

 
c. After identifying any newly-found karst features, which will contribute to the control and 

form the drainage regime, the stormwater and groundwater flow patterns must be 
identified and mapped. 

 
d. Map the bedrock topography (this means the top of the subsurface rock and not the 

surface soil topography) and locate bedrock voids. 
 

e. The results of the research and methods used to reach the conclusions of the above 
suggestions should be included within the environmental review plan.  Examples of 
research methods that could be employed are: 

 
Natural Potential (NP) 
Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) 
Seismic 
Electromagnetic (EM) 
Microgravity 
Infrared Thermal Scanning 
Dye Tracing 
Exploratory Soil Boring 
Exploratory Rock Coring 
Ground-Penetrating Radar 

 
 
2.)  DENUDED SOIL BIOLOGY:   
 
Because there are so many living organisms in soil, the EC recommends that a Soil Scientist be 
employed to describe what the remaining surface will contain and whether or not it will be able 
to support life.  If terra Rosa is all that is left on the surface, amendments may need to be applied 
in order for plant life to regenerate.  The soil ecosystem is teaming with biodiverse organisms 
that enable plants to take up nutrients necessary for survival.  A chart from Colorado State 
University Extension     http://www.ext.colostate.edu/mg/gardennotes/212.html  exemplifies this. 
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3.) ROAD CONNECTION:   
 
The EC is not in favor of the future road stubbing into the adjoining woods at the location shown 
on the plans.  In the past, there was much discussion regarding saving the mature woodland to 
the north of this property.  The EC would still recommend protecting that woods. 
 
 
EC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1.)  The Petitioner should get a geological evaluation to describe what karst features are hidden 
beneath the ground surface and describe how the surface and subsurface water regime will be 
impacted with soil excavation. 
 
2.)  The Petitioner should get an evaluation from a Soil Scientist that describes the health and 
vitality of the subsurface soil that will eventually be on the surface. 
 
3.)  The Petitioner should reconsider the location of the road bed to avoid the high quality woods 
to the north. 
 
 
 
 

Table 1. 
Organisms typically found in one cup of undisturbed native soil  

Organism  Number 

Bacteria  
Protozoa  

Fungi  
Nematodes  
Arthropods 

200 billion 
20 million 

100,000 meters 
100,000 
50,000 
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PUD-10-15Grading with Erosion Control
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PUD-10-15AERIAL WITHOUT GRADING
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PUD-10-15AERIAL WITH GRADING
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